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AMBAUGH ON THE COVER BY 
UTLER FOR THE Limeaucn LETTER. 


Disaster Relief Disaster 





emember the Disaster Relief bill in June, 
R when the Republicans promised to keep on 
sending Bill Clinton their anti-government-shut- 
down rider ... and then caved? After the President 
got exactly the bill he wanted — and clenched his 
fist in glee upon signing it — so many of you 
called me in utter frustration: “Rush, what are the 
Republicans doing? What was their plan?” that I 
decided to tap my vast resources to try to recon- 
struct for you what happened. 

Here's the scoop. In May, the House Republican 
leadership had agreed to a strategy of attaching to the 
flood disaster aid bill two provisions: one to prevent 
future government shutdowns; the other to prevent 
the Clinton Administration from using “sampling” 
methods in the next cen- 
sus. An anti-shutdown rule 
would mean no more bud- 
get stalemates for Clinton 
to demagogue, as he did in 
1995. Meanwhile, Clin- 
ton’s census shenanigans 
— a clear violation of the 
U.S. Constitution — 
threatened House Re- 
publicans’ majority status. 

The half dozen senior 
Republican congressional 
aides who spoke to The Limbaugh Letter disagreed 
on what, exactly, the strategy should have been, but 
they were completely agreed that the Republican 
leadership failed to conduct a communications 
offensive to explain the GOP position to the public 
and either prevent or counter a Clinton veto. 

The communications snafu was apparently a 
result of the division among the leadership on what 
kind of a bill to pass. Toward the end of May, the 
Speaker apparently changed his mind, and called 
for a “clean” disaster bill. Gingrich was bucked, 
however, by the rest of the GoP leadership. That 
gave the White House a PR field day, and led to 
the decision, after the President’s veto, to send 
exactly the pork-laden, big-spending bill Clinton 
wanted, with no shutdown or census provisions. 

“Our leadership was completely unprepared,” says 
a senior operative for a non-leadership Republican 
congressman. “Lott was working independently try- 
ing to cut a deal with Clinton and then feeling the 
heat because we never tried to sell this. They didnt 
have a strategy for when Clinton vetoed this thing. 

“Initially, they were convinced he would never 
veto it,” the aide added. “Then they realized he 
would veto it, and they said, “Well, we'll just keep 
sending it to him.’ But what they didn't realize was 
that we were going to be feeling heat from Clinton 
saying we're holding the disaster relief bill hostage.” 
They didn’t realize? Folks, how could you not 
know Bill Clinton would say that! As one high- 
ranking aide put it: “They're playing for keeps; 
we're playing for funsies.” 


Bill Clinton 

called the 
Republican 

leadership’s 











“The thinking was that he wouldn't veto disaster 
relief to flood victims [just] because he wants the 
ability to shut the government down,” said anoth- 
er senior aide. “The thinking was that it was 
inconceivable he could do that.” Wrongo. 

This aide is clear: Bill Clinton “called the leader- 
ships bluff. [Now] rank-and-file conservative House 
members are asking, “Where's the vision? Where are 
our principles?” Says a senior aide for a congressmen 
on good terms with the Speaker: “Even though Clin- 
ton was complaining about extraneous riders, he had 
a ton of riders in there, a whole bunch of non-emer- 
gency spending, including the authorization for a 
parking garage in Louis Stokes’ district in Ohio. All 
this stuff was taken out before the President vetoed it. 
After he vetoed it, as Ging- 
rich was dealing with the 
Democrats and [Appropri- 
ations Chairman] Livings- 
ton, all this non-emergency 
spending was put back in. It 
was a horrible bill.” 

A senior aide within 
the leadership decried the 
communication break- 
down: “The Speaker’s 
office, which is in charge 
of communications, basi- 
cally took a walk. His communications guy got 
up at a meeting of about 30 leadership staff right 
after the veto and actually said, ‘Our strategy on 
this is to hide and hope for the best.’ So they 
knew they were gonna get beat up on, but they 
had no plan or strategy to counter it.” 





& ome observers — namely, me — have wondered 
why Republicans didnt call the head of the Fed- 
eral Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) before 
Congress to prove to the public that disaster assistance 
money was already getting through even without pas- 
sage of the bill. Or if it wasn't, find out why not. 

“The leadership viewed him as a political ap- 
pointee of the President and they didn’t want to 
give him the opportunity to say the money isn't 
flowing and it’s because youre holding up the bill,” 
according to this insider. 

What is the fallout of all this? Newt Gingrich 
and Dick Armey are said to have patched up their 
differences, and all eyes are now on the tax bill. 
Says an aide: “If Clinton vetoes it and beats the 
hell out of us for giving all these tax cuts to the 
rich — which isn't true — and we're not able to 
override a veto and we're not able to deliver tax 
cuts, and Clinton blames Republicans as the rea- 
son for not getting a tax cut this year, people are 
gonna be more than upset. That’s a real risk.” 

On the other hand, folks, maybe the Repub- 
licans will once again realize there is an army of 
people just waiting to be galvanized and inspired 
to support them. ba 
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ae study in The Archives of General 
A : Psychiatry claims that women 
who smoke while pregnant are 


more likely to give birth to boys prone to “con- 
duct disorder.” According to the study, these 
boys turn into persistent liars; they set fires; 
they commit vandalism, physical cruelty, sexu- 
al aggression, and they steal. (And, I guess, later 
go into politics.) 

So if you smoke, goes to this latest wisdom 
from academia, you can produce young 
lying, thieving, sexual predators who set 
things on fire. 

Folks, this is where the anti-tobacco hyste- 
ria has brought us. We are now blaming 
criminal behavior on cigarettes. Not ciga- 
rettes smoked by the criminal himself, mind 
you — on his mother's cigarettes. 

Then there’s Louis Farris and his family, 
who are suing a West Des Moines, IA, apart- 
ment complex. The Farrises claim they were 
made sick by secondhand smoke filtering into 
their apartment ... through the electrical out- 
lets. They are seeking medical expenses and 
other damages because their neighbors were 
cigarette smokers. 

The emotional frenzy concerning this whole 
tobacco issue is such that millions of Ameri- 
cans have allowed themselves to become con- 
vinced that the most dangerous entity on the 
planet is a cartoon figure: Joe Camel. So they 
cheer when the federal government steps in to 
give an American company a direct order not 
to use a certain drawing, for goodness sake, 
when they advertise. They celebrate when an 
American industry is targeted with unprece- 
dented fines, taxes, and regulations. “Hip, hip, 
hooray! The government killed Joe Camel. 
Rah, rah! Punish those eeevil cigarette makers. 
Hit ’em again, harder, harder!” 

Which is why the tobacco companies sur- 
rendered in June, agreeing to pay $368.5 bil- 
lion — in what has been called the tobacco 
“deal.” But it isn’t a deal. It’s a shakedown. 


The fact is, my friends, this settlement 
proposal isn’t what it seems. The federal gov- 
ernment’s move against tobacco isn't about 
what you think it’s about. It is not about 
public health. It is not about teen smoking. 
It is not about protecting people from dan- 
ger. It is not about “the children.” 


THE TOBACCO 
DEAL IS NOT ABOUT 
PUBLIC HEALTH. IT 
IS NOT ABOUT TEEN 
SMOKING. IT IS NOT 
ABOUT PROTECTING 

PEOPLE. IF YOU 

BELIEVE IT IS, YOU'VE 

BEEN DUPED. 


If you believe it is, youve been duped. 
Along with millions of your fellow citizens. 

I know the magnitude of the deception 
that has occurred because of the volume of 
mail I get whenever | touch on this subject. 
This from my own audience — the most 
politically astute group of citizens in the 
country. And yet even some of you, I am sad 
to report, have lost the ability to respond 
rationally. Science goes out the window, 
logic goes out the window (as does, sadly, 
the will to defend certain Constitutional 
rights). You can no longer hear what is actu- 
ally being said, or understand what is meant. 
When the words “tobacco” or “cigarettes” are 
uttered, those of you who have been success- 
fully programmed to respond emotionally 
send me angry e-mail: “Stop defending 


\?? 


smoking, Rush!” I’m not. “Why are you so 
obsessed with tobacco?” I’m not obsessed 
with tobacco; I’m obsessed with freedom. 
And [ll explain it as often as it takes. I’m 
going to keep on talking about this and writ- 
ing about it and analyzing this until I get 
through to you all just what is at stake here. 

Let me first enlighten you, my good friends, 
about how this tobacco “deal” got put togeth- 
er. Butt Man was just a twinkle in Craig 
Livingstone’s eye when the scheme was 
hatched by a select few politically connected 
“legal entrepreneurs” mining the rich vein of 
shaking down politically unpopular industries. 
(Those selling breast implants, and asbestos, 
for instance — where less than 40 percent of 
the settlements actually trickled down to vic- 
tims; the rest went to lawyers.) 


hese lawyers now stand to 
y | personally make $50 million 
cs CC) — and perhaps much, 


much more — as a result of the tobacco deal 
they concocted. “The largest lawyers’ fees in 
the history of the world,” predicts class- 
action expert Lester Brickman. State govern- 
ments will also rake in billions each — while 
the political power of the participating politi- 
cians, celebrated as heroes, is greatly 
enhanced. Enormous wealth and _ political 
power: that’s the combination at the center 
of it all, my good friends. As I always say, 
Follow the money. 

I introduce to you the fabulously rich 
plaintiffs’ attorney Richard F. Scruggs, from 
Pascagoula, Mississippi. Scruggs, who made 
oodles of money from asbestos suits, was 
instrumental in devising the strategy here, 
based on what all agree are “novel” legal the- 
ories. He, though a Democrat, is also Trent 
Lott’s brother-in-law. 

Scruggs’ buddy and former law school class- 


Continued on page 15 





or years I have been telling you of the 
enormous reach and societal signif- 
cance of the Rush Limbaugh program. 
Yes, its the most popular radio show in the 
history of mankind. But it’s also much more. 

When you listen to my program on a 
regular basis, you become an informed 
individual. The EIB network arms you with 
the facts and analysis you need to be an 
influential citizen who can persuade others 
in the correct evaluation of information 
and events, so the proper course of action 
is taken. From my show you can glean 
good judgment, as well as good cheer. 

Now we have proof of this — legal 
proof. Hard evidence. Courts around 
America have decided that this program is 
one of the best yardsticks for juror selec- 
tion. Potential jurors are actually being 
asked by lawyers if they listen to the Rush 
Limbaugh program. And their answer can 
often determine whether they get chosen. 

It was seen in the Timothy McVeigh 
case this year. The 40-page questionnaire 
would-be jurors had to fill out for the 
Denver-based case asked them if they lis- 
tened to talk radio. A “yes reply ignited 
further questions from lawyers about 
which radio hosts they listened to and 
what they thought of them. 

Juror No. 12 in the McVeigh case was a 
married, computer programmer for the gov- 
ernment, who “shares some of Rush Lim- 
baugh’s views,” according to press accounts. 
During jury selection in the McVeigh trial, 
The San Antonio Express-News reported: 
“Another potential juror, a devout Catholic 
and Rush Limbaugh fan whose doctoral the- 
sis deals with the philosophical underpin- 
nings of science and theology, dazzled and 
dismayed the judge and lawyers with his 
highbrow — and sometimes tart — answers. 
Several times, he said he was being asked 
questions with flawed wording.” 

Lawyers are being dazzled wherever the 





Rush Question is asked. It was asked in jury 
selection in Little Rock, Arkansas for the 
fraud and conspiracy trial of Clinton 
cronies Gov. Jim Guy Tucker and Jim and 
Susan McDougal. When lawyers in that 
case were examining one juror who listened 
to my program only occasionally, they were 
‘ntent on making sure that the juror didn’t 
agree with everything I say. Of course, these 
same lawyers failed to screen out a 31-year- 
old woman who showed up to trial every 
day wearing a Star Trek uniform and 
espousing the wisdom of the planet Vulcan. 

Lawyers have, in fact, been asking the 
Rush Question for years. 

It was asked in 1993, for example, in a 
retrial of a Miami police officer, The Wash- 
ington Post reported: “Based on questions 
answered during their selection, the six- 
member jury is seen as conservative, reli- 
gious and generally pro-police. Jurors ... 
said their heroes include Rush Limbaugh, 
Thomas Jefferson and Jesus Christ.” 

But the Rush Question is not just a sim- 
ple tool of lawyers interested in determin- 
ing the ideology of jurors. Smart prosecu- 
tors know that an active Rush Limbaugh 
listener will be a quality juror. 

“I never thought I'd be searching for peo- 
ple who thought Rush Limbaugh was their 
hero,” Jackson County, Missouri Prosecutor 
Claire McCaskill, a Democrat, told The 
Kansas City Star in 1993 as she discussed 
jury selection for a death penalty case. 

McCaskill is a popular two-termer who 
strongly supports the death penalty and is 
expected to run for statewide office in the 
year 2000. She told The Limbaugh Letter 
that you are her kind of people — especial- 
ly if you participate in the program. 

“The dynamics within a jury are some- 
times as important as what the people on 
the jury believe,” McCaskill told us. “You 
could get 10 people who had never written 
a letter to the editor, have never called into 

















+ 
vail bates Seaama 
- th — Sear ai gs? TM aay 
er wine. a i " Ki ‘a 
Sa Wi oe 
; of s i 
rh ian by opener ii if 
ae ni, fiSrrgap 
H xe ae 
we 4 S| 
> ar My 
be w: a 
z a 
se 4 a 
~ 4 
om ? 


ae eed Fe ee ms ae 

ice ee ae Se ee. 4 Me. 
‘oe ‘mi. 
Mi 


bea 


Saf" See eae 





a talk show, have never belonged to any 
clubs, have never been active in any orga- 
nizations, and those 10 people could be 
influenced by two people who call into 
talk radio all the time.” 

Listeners of this program are leaders, 
whether within a jury deliberation room 
or in society at large. But lawyers should 
beware, because such well-versed, dynamic 
individuals cannot be easily pegged. 


an Wolfe, director of jury research 

for Forensic Technology Inc. in 

Chicago, which conducted jury 
consulting in the O.J. Simpson trial, warns 
lawyers not to base their assessment of a 
juror on “stereotypes” about, say, listeners 
to my program. “You really have to look at 
the collective of questions asked in terms of 
building a profile rather than just one ques- 
tion. Oftentimes attorneys think “This is 
my dynamite question. If they answer this 
way, they're gonna be this way.” As I’ve 
told you countless times, my program 
inspires thought. I have analytical, engaged 
individuals in my audience who think for 
themselves — despite attempts by critics to 
stereotype you as mind-numbed robots. Of 
course, some in the legal community don’t 
like people who think for themselves. 

Which makes the Rush Question a dou- 
ble-edged sword. Kansas City defense 
lawyer Charles Brown, who opposed Mc- 
Caskill on a high-profile death penalty case, 
said of “the Rush Limbaugh supporters” on 
that jury that he was happy the question 
was asked. “I'd rather know they’re there 
than get blindsided. I tried to get rid of 
them,” he told The Kansas City Star. 

It all proves that the world is becoming 
increasingly divided between those 
engaged in the relentless pursuit of the 
truth and those not. And there’s an easy 
way to find out who's who. Just ask the 


Rush Question. i 















Goo, mm. Magoo 


The National Federation of the Blind 
has asked Disney to cease produc- 
tion on anew Mr. Magoo movie, 
— charging that the cartoon figure is 

Ge an insult to the blind. “The Disney 
people have dragged Mr. Magoo 
back from richly deserved obscu- 
rity in the hope that Americans 
will think it's funny to watch an ill-tem- 
pered and incompetent blind 
man stumble into things and 
misunderstand his surround- 

ings, said Marc Maurer, president of 

the organization. Other members of the group blame | 
the cartoon for taunts they suffered in childhood: 
Barbara Pierce of Oberlin, Ohio, says the character —} 
kept her “from trying to do new things or reaching out \~ 
to try to do more because | was so afraid | would miss a ‘y 
visual cue and behave like Mr. Magoo.” Marie Cobb of 
Baltimore agrees: “Mr. Magoo did a great deal of damage 
to my image of myself as a human being.” 

Folks — has anyone noticed that more and more idiots = \ 
in America are afraid of cartoon characters? | hear you say- 
ing, ‘Don't be so insensitive, Rush” — but yes, you are an 
idiot if you allow yourself to be held back in life by a 
cartoon! That, my friends, 
is real blindness. 











Whenever 

you are tempt- 

7 ed to feel pes- 

7 simistic about the 

7 country, I want 

you to think about 
this story. 

Alan Brown, 
31, from Lind- 
enwold, NJ., re- 
cently lost his 
job as a school 
custodian. His 
unemployment 
ran out in May. 
His wife lost her 

job as well when 
the store in which 
she worked closed. 
They have a three- 
year-old daughter. 

Last month, after get- 
ting an invitation to a nice 
dinner, Brown decided he 
needed a nice suit. So we went to 
a thrift store and bought a used one 
for $15 — leaving him just $6 to his name. 
After the dinner, he reached into one of 
the pockets for a cigarette and found a 
$10,000 savings bond. The owner’s 
address was on the bond, and Brown 
wrote to him about his find. “I must admit 
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I was thinking maybe there is a nice | 
reward in this,” he said. 

Here is the response Brown got, from 
one George Sisak: “I have a tendency of 
hiding things and don’t know where I put 
them. If you feel it is rightfully mine, 
I thank you for being honest. If not, 
let your conscience be your guide. P.S. 
I am 84 years old and live in a con- 
valescent home.” 

Brown got a ride to the Manor Care 
Health Services facility in Pottstown, PA 
where he found Sisak, a former supermar- 
ket butcher, and his 84-year-old wife, 
Johanna. Sisak said he had given the suit 
away before they moved to the center. 
The couple thought their savings and 
Social Security checks would pay their 
way, but after they were injured in a traf- 
fic accident their expenses tripled to 7 
$4,000 a month. “It’s been a little 
rough,” says Sisak. 

Brown’s reward? Just gas money @ 
for the trip. Oh, and one more re- WF 
ward: “I feel pretty good about whatI Woe | 
did after hearing how bad off he was and 4 
how much he really needed the money.” \¥ 

Always remember, my friends: Good 
guys like Alan Brown are still part of 
the fabric of America. And 
on them, hope for the 
future securely rests. 
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get the business card of an “attractive " 
woman” Clinton had just met at the 
White House correspondent’s dinner. 
Downing got the woman's card, 
but then figured he’d better check 


with a secret service agent before 


handing it to the President. A Blive IuestionAs for fohn Hon 


“look of anger” came over 

Clinton. “You dont have to 7% (hcbarecsat DesrgaaleDatiite White 
Now heres an ask permission when I tell House about the Senate campaign fundraising hearings, | 
intriguing item from the main- you to do something, aud with wham at the While House have you spoken? 
stream press. In a story titled, “DON’T he said. “This is my 2 Dei esaaeas leet actin th ud i Ul 
GET BETWEEN life, and nobody’s White House that has not been shared with Chairman 


BILL AND A Sound going to tell me Thompson and the full committee? 


BABE,” the July what to do.” 3. Wil you release to the pullic any information given you ly the EARLS) 
issue of Washing- Makes you White Howse 40 that we, the American people, ne ROT IRTS 


tonian magazine Famili a’, wonder what President are upholding your sworn duly to preserue, protect and defend the Coustitution? 
reports that Presi- secret service 4. Have you, or any, of your committee, or persoucd staffers, or any of your 

dent Clinton Paula? agents are Democratic colleagues had contact with any potential witnesses without the huouledge 
thought a photog- expected of Chairman Thompson? 

rapher was a secret service agent —and_ todo 5. Wil you consent to the committee expanding its investigation ints “toft money" and 

gave him a mission. He asked News- _ these “improper” campaign activities to include your 1984 presidential election and the continual 
week photographer Larry Downing to days. rolling over of your $3 million debt by your creditors and bankers? 
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Have You Seen Ross Perot? 


Another faction of the Reform Party has officially split from the original group. 
The National Reform Party Steering Committee, a group of 50 former Reform Party 
members, says Perot wields too much power in the organization. (What was their 

first clue?) Still yearning to build a third political party, the Steering Committee has 

decided to hold a “founding convention” unaffiliated with the original Perot party 
this fall. Pleas from Russell Verney, chairman of the Perot party’s national 
organizing committee, went unheeded. “We can’t steer ourselves in a circle 
and fire inwards. We have more than enough work for all of us . 

to do positively,” he said. Talk about a movement that was all = 

ears ... but had no legs. — 


No Burts 




























Mh TREGH Some of you think I go overboard Laor was naked from _ 
q when I use the term “anti-smoking the waist down, dragged him outside the 
| Applications poured in for just 35 job Nazis.” Well, you oughta ask lavatory, exposing his genitals and other 
) vacancies at the Connetquot school dis- Manhattan businessman Raviv body parts to many seated passengers, both 
4 : trict in Long Island, NY. But this time, Laor what he thinks. Laor, 27, female and male,” Laor told The New York 
] N after complaints from parents about the says the crew of a Newark- Post. “They told me I had endangered the 
Xt qualifications of some teachers, the district bound Air France 747 plane by smoking in the bathroom. J am a 
= § gave applicants a test: 50 multiple-choice read- dragged him out of the non-smoker. I don’t smoke and I don't 
_ ing comprehension questions from statewide lavatory — pants drink.” He 
tests given to 11th graders. “We didn’t think it was down — falsely e said the crew 


an outrageous standard for the teachers,” said accusing him of 
Robert J. Long, district superintendent. But a stan- smoking. Accord- 
dard too lofty for most: only a quarter of the 758 ing to a civil suit 
_ applicants passed. “To be honest, | thought more filed in Man- 
& people would get 40 or more correct answers hattan Supreme ae 
.— after all, these are people that have bac- Court, 20 min- aay 
calaureate degrees and state certification to utes after the no comment 
teach, and some have a master’s,” Mr. Long plane took off on the $12 
said. “I was a little surprised.” I’m not. Sadly, from Paris on May 19, million lawsuit.) Laor says the attendants 
= «the three-quarters who failed ... will simply crew members smashed “threatened to have me arrested because I 
ft b | apply somewhere else — where no one will open the locked wash- was screaming.” He says an airline employee 
q | \ bother with a reading comprehension test — room door and “assaulted” complained to him that “Americans are 
\ i and they'll be hired. Coming soon, perhaps, him. The suit alleges: “The always screaming about their rights.” 
4 to a school near you. crew members then, while If only that were true, my friends. 


investigated 
and told him 
= the alarm had 
gone off by 
mistake. (Air 
France had 
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Chi-Com Finder 


In July, Rep. Dan Burton (R, IN), who heads up the House cam- 
paign fundraising investigation, asked China to help him find 
Charles Yah Lin Trie. The Government Reform and Oversight 
Committee subpoenaed Trie, an American citizen, in 
February. Burton wants to question Trie about news 
reports that Trie may have received $1 million in foreign 
wire transfers. Burton says “some or all of that” may 
have been funneled to the Democratic National 
Committee or to Bill Clinton’s legal defense 
fund. So in a letter to China’s Am- 
bassador Li Daoyu, Burton formally 
sought the Chinese govern- 
ment’s assistance in 
tracing Trie, last 
seen in Shanghai. 
Of course, Burton is 
asking the wrong 
guys. He should ask 
Tom Brokaw and 
NBC! When they 
want to interview Naat a el 
Trie for the Nightly . el 
News, they have 
no problem find- 
ing the guy. 
| joked about it months ago, and 
now it’s here. In a recent edition 
of the journal Addictive Behavior, 
Yale psychologist Kelly D. 
Brownell and graduate student 
E. Katherine Battle propose a 
tax on fatty foods. Since on any 
given day over 7 percent of 
Americans are eating at fast 
food restaurants, this could be 
quite a windfall. Claiming that 
obesity incurs some $40 billion 
a year in public-health costs, 








Because she’s been 
doing such a bang-up job 
for them, Patricia lreland 
was re-elected last 
month to a second four- 
year term as president of 
the National Organization 
for Women — or as | 
prefer, the National Asso- 
ciation of Gals. In what 
must have been a mighty 
Shout, some 500 atten- 
dees at the NAG Gang’s 
annual conference in 
Memphis re-elected Ire- 
land on a voice vote. 


ore piss sit Se lreland immediately an- 
sae A gets PO ey oh nounced the group's 
eo en et x said ‘pat Victory | 2000 cam- 
ri) Pv craristt® e) paign,” aiming to elect 
er ow: 1098 %. 2,000 feminist candi- 
Oe eS e plane dates to office by the 

Pe owas’ Care year 2000. But | want to 

toe lic APAt know: How do they 

— ae expect to elect 2000 

gos 3 feminists, “at all levels 

aso8ed of the political system,” 

wie as they say, “from 





















the school board on up,” 

— when they can barely 

manage to get 500 

to come to their 
convention? 


Twinkie Tax 


Brownell and Battle propose 
spending the fatty-food-tax pro- 
ceeds to promote exercise and 
nutrition education. They also 
want to regulate junk-food 
advertising, complaining that 
the average child sees 10,000 
food commercials a year, 95 per- 
cent of them for junk food and 
sugared cereals. Well, now that 
the anti-pleasure Nazis have 
killed Joe Camel, can Tony the 
Tiger be far behind? 














It was my privilege to speak with Ward Connerly, University of 
California regent and chair of the American Civil Rights Institute — 
and the single most important figure in the success last year of Californias 
Proposition 209, getting rid of official state racial preferences. 

Rush: I feel exasperated for you sometimes, Ward, knowing what 
youve bitten off here, and what you're going through. 

Connerly: [’ll tell you, my friend — it’s something that upon 
reflection I’m not sure I would do over again. 

Rush: Now, that’s interesting. 

Connerly: | think the price is one somebody had to pay at some 
point. I just don't know that it’s worth the personal toll. I have learned 
to live with the insanity of “the preference cartel” and some of their 
attacks, but it does exact a heavy, heavy 
price on your family life. My wife is not a 
happy camper about all of this, and it 
requires an awful lot of time from my 
business. 

Rush: To what extent have you become 
a lone warrior now, as opposed to think- 
ing when you started all this that you 
had an army behind you? 

Connerly: | had never suffered from 
that delusion. I just did not anticipate the 
degree of the venom. I also expected 
more support from my own party, which 
did not materialize. There are individuals 
who came forward, Rush, and the Cali- 
fornia Republican party supported us. 
But when you get to the national stage 
you can look long and hard and not find 
an awful lot of strong-willed people on 
this subject. 

Rush: Yes — and on other subjects, too. 
Now, you were very successful in California; Prop 209 won big, 
despite all the efforts mounted against it. You could have sat back 
and said, “All right, ve succeeded. I’m going to let this play out 
elsewhere in the country.” What made you say, “I’m going to take 
this on nationally”? 

Connerly: The problem really is national. The University of Cali- 
fornia, for example, is a recipient of major sums of money from the 
federal government. Many of our state governmental bodies are the 
recipient of federal dollars. And the feds have a way of grabbing you 
by the throat on the use of federal money. While it would have been 
a sweet victory just to confine this to California, I realized that the 
job was not done. And unless there was someone to drive this issue, 
unless somebody said, “I’m going to see this thing through,” the 
Jesse Jacksons and the Maxine Waterses and others at the end of the 
day could very well prevail — because we have more political cow- 
ards per capita nowadays than probably at any time in our history. 
So all you have to do is to threaten the “R” word — you dont have 
to use it — and people will back off on this issue, Rush. There has 
to be somebody to drive it. 

Rush: | don't think there’s anybody better suited than you are. In 
your recent appearances on “Meet the Press,” there were questions 
I thought would have pigeonholed many advocates of your posi- 





“All you have to do is 
to threaten the ‘R’ 
word — you dont 

have to use it — and 
people will back off 

on this issue.” 


— WARD CONNERLY 


My Conversation With 


onnerly 


tion, but you were undaunted. I think you always win when you 
put the issue in moral terms, which you do. 

This, in fact, came up at the luncheon we attended at William E 

Buckley's home, when some members of the media were there to get to 
know you. The question was put to you about ending racial preferences 
eradually, and letting time take hold. You came back and said, “No, no. 
We can’t do that, because racial preferences are immoral. I don’ care 
about the political implications or the day-to-day political realities. 
We're dealing with an immorality here that must be corrected.” I think 
it's an unassailable position. 
Connerly: That has to be the position. Dr. King in the 1960s did 
not really lead the American people as much as he simply pointed out 
one of those self-evident truths that we 
hold — and that is, that people should 
not be judged and their pursuit of happi- 
ness should not be determined by their 
skin color. That was a moral position. 
Once he simply said, “This is where we 
need to go,” he didn’t have to lead us; we 
knew it was what we wanted to do. 

But over the years we've abandoned 
that moral high ground. We've embarked 
upon political power pursuits. When you 
argue that someone should get extra 
“points” to go to law school, or to go to 
the university, or to get a job, or to bid a 
contract, on the basis of their skin color 
or how their last name is spelled, that’s 
not a moral position. So those who want 
to use the issue of timing, or who want to 
say were going to lose diversity, they have 
no real ability to hold their position, 
because it’s immoral. 

Rush: Sadly, though, so much that is immoral seems to take hold. A 
frightening number of Americans do not want there to be moral judg- 
ments on anything. For there to be moral judgments, that means some- 
body has to be judging — and to be judgmental is bad. “Who are you 
to inflict your views on me?” Right or wrong doesnt matter anymore; 
just what can make you feel better about yourself. What seems to cause 
the fewest waves seems to be the direction people want to take. 
Connerly: But when our Founders said there are certain truths 
that we hold to be self-evident, they were essentially saying there 
was a moral foundation to this nation. There are certain things that 
we don't debate; we just know they're right. 

I had a professor once at Sacramento State, Dr. Thompson, who 
said in his deep gravelly voice: “Mr. Connerly, there are certain 
things your ‘knower will tell you. You £now them. You don’t ques- 
tion them.” Your “knower” will tell you that you don’t discriminate 
against people, either in favor of them or against them, on the basis 
of something as silly as skin color. Our “knower” tells us that. Once 
our country starts abandoning its commitment to moral principles, 
then we're in big trouble — as we are, indeed. 

Rush: In his commencement speech at the University of California 
at San Diego, the President declared he is “starting” this national 
dialogue on race. You wrote him a letter about this, prior to his 
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speech. I know he didn’t respond at that point. Has he solicited 
your views at all since? 

Connerly: [Laughter] No, he has not solicited my views. And | 
don’t expect him to do so. I have really come, regretfully, to the con- 
clusion that the charade the President went through at San Diego 
was not really to engage us in a dialogue about race — which we 
had been having in California for three solid years now. But rather 
it was a rescue mission to salvage affirmative action. 

The notion that he was going to plant his legacy on this issue is 
somewhat ludicrous. As I look at history as a political science student 
in college, greatness of American presidents — which is how they 
established their legacy — is based on three qualities: their vision; 
their courage; and their leadership. When it comes to vision the 
President, as my grandmother would say, is blind in one eye and can’t 
see out of the other. When it comes to courage, how much courage 
does it take, for God’s sake, to go down to UC San Diego and stand 
before a group of students and say, “We should celebrate diversity”? 
On leadership — it’s not leadership to give a speech, and then like a 
butterfly flit to the next issue. On this issue of race, which is the raw 
nerve of America, if you want to 
guide the American people in a cer- 
tain direction — particularly if you 
want to change their attitudes about 
preferences, which they abhor — 
your engagement of them has to be 
sustained. But what has he said 
since that San Diego speech, Rush? 
Rush: Very little. 

Connerly: So I don’t think this is 
really a serious effort on his part. 
Rush: He's establishing what he 
defines as his own legacy, which he 
thinks will be built on the words he 
has uttered, not on deeds. But he 
said something during his speech I 
want to get your reaction to. And I 
saw it — you were there. The cam- 
era panned to you as you were lis- 
tening to him. He said: “Let me 
say, I know that the people of 
California voted to repeal affirma- 
tive action without any ill motive. 
The vast majority of them simply 
did it with a conviction that discrimination and isolation are no 
longer barriers to achievement.” Now, is that why people voted for 
Prop 209 in your view? 

Connerly: No, not at all. That was, in his patronizing way, him try- 
ing to throw us a bone. The people of California recognize that there 
is still discrimination — and it’s practiced by people of all persua- 
sions. Nobody has a monopoly on practicing discrimination, or 
being the victim of it. But what we really did when we passed 209 
was recognize that discrimination is wrong, and preferences are the 
flip side of discrimination. 

Rush: And, by the way, Prop 209 got a higher percentage of the 
vote in California than Bill Clinton did. 

Connerly: That’s right. We passed it, however, because we don’t 
believe that the granting of a preference, the conferring of a bene- 
fit, on the basis of skin color is an effective remedy, is a moral rem- 
edy for discrimination. You don’t give somebody a benefit because 
they belong to a group due to something that has happened to an 
individual. So the President got it wrong again, as he did in many 
other aspects of his speech. 

Rush: You were asked a question at the Buckley luncheon, I believe by 





Dan Rather, who cited some statistics: the number of University of Texas 
law school minority applicants had fallen to one or two, versus hundreds 
the previous year — and the same thing was going on at UC Berkeley 
and other places. He said that with affirmative action, with preferences, 
there were far more applicants who made it into the law school, medical 
school, etc. than would now make it. And the question was, “So what do 
you do, Mr. Connerly, about those people who fail to make it? What do 
you say to them?” What do you say to those who would have made it in 
the old system, but don’t make it under Prop 209? 

Connerly: The reason theyre not making it is because they're not 
adequately prepared for the competition. Our nation does not grant 
anyone equal outcomes; we grant you the freedom of opportunity to 
pursue your dreams as you see fit — but youre going to have to be 
prepared to take advantage of them. We should not be giving some- 
one 300 “bonus points” when they apply to UC San Diego, on the 
basis of their skin color. If anything, the figures that we're seeing at the 
University of Texas, Austin and UC Berkeley, Boalt Hall reflect the 
magnitude of the preference we've been giving. 

Rush: Exactly. That’s what you said on “Meet the Press” which I 
thought was so brilliant. I saw it, 
and I stole it immediately. 
Connerly: The greater the prefer- 
ence, the greater the drop will be 
once you remove the crutch. It sug- 
gests to me that what we have been 
doing with the K through 12 sys- 
tem has been dismal. If anybody 
had any doubt about providing 
educational vouchers — if anybody 
had any doubt about going into 
black families and saying, How 
come youre not inspiring your kids 
to get off their tails and go out and 
get an education? — if these statis- 
tics dont prompt us to do those 
things, I don’t know what will. 

No one can make an effective case 
in California, with approximately 
106 community colleges, one with- 
in 30 minutes driving time of every 
man, woman and child — I went to 
one — 22 state universities — | 
went to one — and 8 undergraduate 
UC campuses, that any student — black, white, green — doesn't have 
an opportunity to get an education. It’s there. But people are not tak- 
ing advantage of it in many cases. So while I dont like the drop in 
numbers, I dont shed a lot of tears because somebody who's gone to 
school for 19 years, for goodness sake, doesn't get some extra points 
based on skin color to get into law school. College graduates! I don’t 
know why we have all this hysteria about the numbers at Boalt Hall. 
Rush: Because the opposition can use those numbers to impact 
people emotionally. This whole trend of policy by mass hysteria and 
emotion really worries me. In the case of ending preferences, it’s 
only natural that there will be drops as we've had when youre revers- 
ing the preference. People have to be patient and understand that 
those who were qualified under preferences will need to build them- 
selves up, as you have just said. And I wonder if our society is patient 
enough, and has the guts enough, to engage in the tough love nec- 
essary for these students to eventually qualify legitimately. 
Connerly: | think we do. In the engineering department at Berke- 
ley the numbers are up. In the journalism department the numbers 
have tripled for black kids. At UC Riverside the number of blacks 
in the graduate school is up 100 percent. But you don’t read about 


that. We're finding that in probably no other area of the university 
have we given greater preferences than in law school. It has been the 
pathway for power. As a result we have given enormous preferences. 
We've broken the law of Bakke so many ways that it isn’t laughable. 
Rush: You know why. It’s because that’s where you end up as a judge, 
perhaps, and that’s where true dictatorial power resides in this coun- 
try. Especially for the left. 

Connerly: You got it. And that is where the greatest abuse of the 
law, where we have discriminated against so many whites and Asians, 
has occurred. But in terms of the overall society, the demise of pref- 
erences is not ending Western civilization as we know it, contrary to 
what critics are saying. 

Rush: No. It would sustain it. 

Connerly: But I'll tell you where we can lose the battle. We can lose the 
battle if I'm the only one — and I’m not. But if there arent other people 
out there making the case along with me, then it’s one lone voice. 

Rush: Who do you want with you? 

Connerly: | want Newt there, a man for whom I have enormous 
respect, who will go down in history as a great Speaker. Newt has to 
speak out more. He’s eloquent, he understands it, he should not defer 
to the minority members in his caucus. He did say some very positive 
things, from my perspective, before and immediately following the 
Clinton speech. But he needs to do it on a sustained level. There’s no 
issue that touches more the fabric of what has happened to this 
nation, and our aspirations of what we want to be, than affirmative 
action. Socially, we're required to check these silly little boxes, classi- 
fying us on the basis of race, conferring benefits on the basis or race. 
Economically, we guarantee the outcome for some people who dont 
believe in competition, but who want parity; and so we economically 
distort ourselves because of it. Politically, it contributes to the identi- 
ty politics that afflicts America. In a civic sense, it contributes to sep- 
arate graduation ceremonies at Berkeley on the basis of race. In all 
of these things you find at the core the whole notion of affirmative 
action, that we have to somehow ordain the outcome of what's 
going to occur in our society. 

Rush: That's how we conservatives have been forced to prove our com- 
passion, Ward. You know, Newt is on the case of race; he mentions it 
a lot, and especially in speeches where he attempts to define the things 
ripping the country apart that need immediate attention. I’ve heard 
him many times talk about how we've got to fix the racial divide. But 
youre right, he does stop short of endorsing Prop 209, or its national 
equivalent, at this point in time. Instead he says we first must show that 
we have compassion, that we're not out to harm people. What he 
means, I’m assuming, is that any attempt to take away the goodies that 
have been bestowed all these years is going to be considered cold-heart- 
ed and cruel, and right now, we Republicans cannot afford to be per- 
ceived as cold- hearted and cruel. So in other words, be patient, Mr. 
Connerly, keep taking those arrows out there like the lone pioneer you 
are, and when the coast is clear we'll join you. 

Connerly: But in the process the opposition wins by default. And 
I’m not critical of the Speaker; I think his instincts are right. He 
would like to be here — he is being cautious. But these are not times 
for cautious people, and on this issue you cannot be equivocal. The 
American people, in their gut, know what they believe. It’s not the 
Republican party that has given me trouble; rank and file support us 
by 80 percent. It’s been difficult to get the visible leaders. They're the 
ones who can command media attention, who can influence public 
opinion, and there needs to be more of them. 

Rush: Yes, and it’s frustrating. Because that army of people, that 80 per- 
cent, is saying the same thing you are. They're demanding that the guys 
they've sent to various state capitols and to Washington stand up and 
lead: “That's why we sent you there, so represent what we believe in.” 
But they're trying to emulate the Clintonian approach of attaching 
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themselves emotionally to people, by showing they have feelings. And 
while 80 percent of Americans are opposed to preferences, those getting 
preferences will be angry when you take them away. 

Connerly: Sure they will be, but they are in a very small minority. 
Rush: But they are the minority that has been trod upon all the 
nation’s life. And it is those people who will protest the loudest, and 
people will be sympathetic: “They have been trod upon all their 
lives, how can we continue to stomp on them?” 

Connerly: But here the beneficiaries are not the weak, the poor, the 
dispossessed. In the college venue, they’re the sons and daughters of 
doctors and lawyers who happen to be black. They’re the contrac- 
tors who get extra points and get the same contracts over and over 
again, simply because they happen to be of a certain racial back- 
ground. These are not low income people; they're race exploiters. 
They should be competing like everybody else. And the evidence is 
abundant. All we need is more people to help make the case. 
Rush: What can average people do, if the Speaker of the House and 
other leaders are timid at this point, to help you? 

Connerly: They need to let the leaders know that their followers 
would like to nudge them along. I probably get 30 to 40 letters a 
day from people who write and say to this ordinary guy: “You're 
doing the right thing, don’t give up on it, we're with you.” We just 
need to have more people out there visibly saying the same thing 
so that it doesn’t appear to be a lonely voice. We have a herd 
instinct. The more that people realize it’s not one or two people 
out there who believe this, then it’s comfortable for others to fol- 
low. In 1994, when I first started surfacing this issue, it wasnt a 
popular thing to do. 

Rush: What brought you out on this? 

Connerly: When I found out the degree of discrimination (prefer- 
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ences) at the University of California. | was chairman of the finance 
committee on the board of regents, and I saw a matrix that shows 
how we classify people. We made distinctions between Chicanos 
and Latinos; we were giving preferences of a different magnitude to 
Filipinos than we were to Chicanos, than we were to Latinos, than 
we were to African-Americans. When I saw that I thought the idea 
of classifying people this way is abhorrent. In California, we were 
segregating people into 15 and 16 different little groups, giving 250 
points to one, 500 to another, and 1,000 to another. They were say- 
ing to the regents that race is only “one of many” factors. Only one 
of many factors? It was the dominant factor. When I saw that, and 
I saw that the administration was essentially lying to us, I felt, I can- 
not as a fiduciary pretend that I see no evil and hear no evil. 
Rush: Youre exactly right, this is the kind of thing that a group of peo- 
ple need to be taking on. This one needs many pioneers, not just one. 
Connerly: Rush, this touches the heart of what this nation’s going 
to be. And it’s really a case where good policy and good politics con- 
verge. And for the life of me, I don’t know why the overwhelming 
majority in the Republican party allow a handful of people to hold 
the party back. This is a place where the Democrats cannot go. It 
makes good political sense. But more importantly, it’s the right thing 
to do. And there’s never a wrong time to do the right thing. 

Rush: What needs to be done now? What needs to happen nation- 
ally, legally, or in terms of an act of Congress? What's the national 
version of Prop 209? 

Connerly: Let me tell you what I see as the dilemma. In 1963, 
John Kennedy and Dr. King summarized where the nation wanted 
to go. They had the vision which was, I think, in concert with the 
instincts of the American people. Kennedy said it best — he said: 
“Race has no place in American life or law.” We then, for a very 


brief period, embarked upon the course of saying we wanted to 
become a “colorblind society.” But then along about the late ’60s, 
we began to get, coming out of our universities, the theory 
advanced by Cornell West, which is that “race matters,” the title of 
one of his books, the idea that we have to use race to get beyond 
race. And that to become a colorblind society, we have to take into 
account race, so that we can “level the playing field.” Then after we 
do all that, lo and behold we'll get back on track, becoming a col- 
orblind society again. 

We have to consciously say in our nation: “No, dammit, race 
does not matter. It’s not going to matter in the transactions of our 
government.” The Congress needs to say that. They need to enact 
a bill that says, “The 1964 Civil Rights Act, which essentially said 
race will not matter, is going to be the law of the land.” I think we're 
just one Supreme Court decision away from that happening, by the 
way. But it’s too risky for us to wait and see what the Court does, 
because it may be another two or three years — and we don’t know 
what Clinton could do to the Court in the meantime. 

So, the Congress, if it wanted, could say: “We're getting back on 
track. Race is not going to matter; the federal agencies are not going to 
be taking race into account.” No more having people check these racial 
classification boxes; no more sending in annual grantee performance 
reports, which indicate how many of these and how many of those, 
based on skin color, were awarded contracts; no more asking how 
many of these and how many of those, based on skin color, are being 
hired by the University of California. That's where we have to go. We 
just have to be willing to take on the Maxine Waterses and say, “No, 
youre not going to win on this one. Youre not going to browbeat us.” 
Rush: | would think somebody in the Republican party would love 
to take Maxine Waters on. What better way to define yourself than 
to oppose Maxine Waters? 

Connerly: It just befuddles me. I’m seeing so many things that are 
frightening. People calling me an Uncle Tom, for example, or a 
“sellout.” Implicit in this is that we're supposed to be choosing sides 
on the basis of skin color. 

Rush: | chink it’s worse than it’s ever been in this regard. You've 
cited Dr. King. Dr. King was an integrationist. Those in the so- 
called civil rights leadership today are segregationists. Partly to 
blame is the multicultural curriculum that gets started as early as 
kindergarten. Some of these kids are taught: “You don’t have any 
hope in this country, youre hated, you've got to understand your 
past from another country.” They’re raised bitter, they’re raised 
without hope — in the greatest, freest nation on earth. People talk 
about this country being racist. Things have changed. You can’t 
have the most influential man with young people in America today 
be a black athlete, Michael Jordan, in a racist nation. You cannot 
have the most influential and wealthiest female Tv personality in 
America be a black woman, Oprah Winfrey, if it’s a racist country. 
Connerly: That’s right. You cannot have a Colin Powell, who if he 
wanted to pursue it could probably be president, in a racist nation. 
You cannot have a little guy like a Ward Connerly coming from 
nowhere in three years, and having a large segment of the American 
people saying, “By golly, we think he’s right.” I never would have 
had the forum to make my case. 

Rush: We've just got to get enough people shouting in a loud 
enough voice. Look, there are a lot of people who want to help you. 
I’m one. I’m thrilled that ’m on your team. 

Connerly: In the last three years, I’ve been on probably every radio 
show and Tv show and in every publication that has a circulation 
greater than ten, but there is nothing that charged my batteries more 
than when I looked on my calendar and I saw this interview was 
coming up. Imagine — a dude from Rio Linda interviewing a dude 


from Del Paso Heights. Only in America, Rush. re 





“ABC News has learned [John] Huang will 
say he knows of no wrongdoing by the 
President.” 

— LinDaA Douc ass, ABC NEws 
And any minute now, ABC News will “learn” 
that the President will say he knows of no 
wrongdoing by John Huang. 


“T think I may have said to someone that 
he wanted to go to work at the DNC. I 
don’t remember who I said that to. I wish I 
could tell you more.” 

— BILL CLINTON, AT A NEWS CONFERENCE IN Ma- 
DRID, ACKNOWLEDGING THAT HE MAY HAVE MADE A 
PITCH TO GET HUANG A FUNDRAISING JOB. AP 
Remember when Sen. Bob Kerrey said 
Bill Clinton is ‘an unusually good liar”? 
He’ losing his touch. 


“There's no evidence that John Huang is 
anything but what he appears to be — a 
politically active and ambitious fundraiser 
who cut corners. Anything more than that 
is just flimsy inferences.” 

— JAMES JORDAN, COMMITTEE SPOKESPERSON FOR 
THE DEMOCRATS, QUOTED IN JHE NEW YoRK TIMES 
What John Huang appears to be, sir — 
unless your name is John Glenn — is an 
agent of Communist China. 









“Almost makes you want to go to jail out 
here, doesn’t it?” 
— BILL CLINTON, DURING TOUR WITH SPANISH 
PRIME MINISTER JOSE MARIA AZNAR OF BELLVER 
CASTLE, A 14TH CENTURY FORTRESS AND PALACE 
IN SPAIN, WHEN TOLD THAT THE CASTLE WAS 
ONCE A PRISON. AP 
Dont get our hopes up. 


“Some people in the United States, out of 
domestic political needs, are out of thin air 
once again slandering China.” 

— TANG GUOQIANG, CHINESE FOREIGN 
MINISTRY SPOKESPERSON, ON SEN. FRED 
THOMPSON’S CHARGE THAT CHINA FUNNELS 
MONEY INTO U.S. ELECTIONS, QUOTED IN THE 
WASHINGTON TIMES 
Chinese say: Thin air. English 
translation: Wiretaps. 


“Unless Fred Thompson bites someone's 
ear off, this is proving to be less than scin- 
tillating television.” 

—— HOWARD KURTZ OF THE WASHINGTON POST, 
ON THE FIRST TWO DAYS OF HEARINGS, ON 
“NIGHTLINE.” FOR THE RECORD, COMPARE 
WASHINGTON POST HEADLINE FROM 5/18/73, DAY 
THREE OF THE WATERGATE HEARINGS: 
“WATERGATE: NOT EXACTLY HIGH DRAMA.” 
So thats what the press is after. 


“It was only a flickering television screen, 
but I will never forget it.” 

— SEN. BoB TORRICELLI (D, NJ), OPENING STATE- 
MENT, COMPARING THE CURRENT FUNDRAISING 
HEARINGS TO THE 1950-51 MAFIA HEARINGS LED 

BY SEN. ESTES KEFAUVER. BUT TORRICELLI WAS 
BORN ON 8/26/51; THE HEARINGS ENDED 
FIVE DAYS LATER. REPORTED IN 
ROLL CALL 
Talk about scintil- 
lating television! 
\ It penetrated the 
womb, and 
scarred poor 
Senator Torri- 


silly for life. 













“We can make labor unions have 30 to 40 to 
60 percent of this country’s workers again.” 
— REP. DICK GEPHARDT (D, MO), TO UNITED 

STEELWORKERS, C-SPAN 
jViva Che Gephardt! 


“T often ask those who say, What does art 
have to do with the federal government: 
What do we have to do as people to 
demonstrate who we are, except through art, 
except through culture, except through an 
understanding of what binds us together?” 
— HILARY CLINTON, ATTEMPTING TO DEFEND 
FEDERAL FUNDING FOR THE ARTS, UPI 
Except through meaningless gobbledygook? 


“They [Republicans] give the tax breaks 
to the people who don't need them. The 
tax-break fairy shows up on the floor, 
sprinkling tax breaks across America.” 
— REP EDWARD MARKEY (D, MA), DURING 
HOUSE DEBATE ON THE BILL TO CUT TAXES 
$85 BILLION OVER FIVE YEARS, AP 
No, Barney Frank is for tax increases. 


“If Republicans were not writing this lopsided 
tax bill into law, we would call it robbery.” 
— REP. DAVID BONIOR (D, MI), HOUSE 
MINORITY WHIP, ON TAX CUT BILL, AP 
And speaking of felonies ... heard any good 
cellular calls lately? 


“His people are going to be eating steaks 
when this deal goes sili 
through. My people @ 
are going to be eat- (ail 
ing bologna.” 
— REP JOE MOAKLEY fm 
(D, MA), “SNEERING” © 
AT A REPUBLICAN 
ACROSS THE FLOOR, 
QUOTED IN THE 
HOTLINE 
Youre right; 
your people 
are being fed 
a whole lot 
of baloney, 
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“The Republicans, if this bill passes and 
becomes law, will drag this economy down 
so that we'll be a banana republic.” 

— Rep. Bos Matsut (D, CA), DURING HOUSE 
DEBATE ON THE BILL TO CUT TAXES $85 BILLION 
OVER FIVE YEARS, AP 
And then well all talk about capitalist greed... 


“Capitalist greed is the principal cause of the 
unjust world and of the severe damage to 
nature which is threatening the survival of 

humankind today. It is absurd to try to cure 
those evils with blind worship of market, 

with more selfishness, with more capitalism.” 
— RICARDO ALARCON, SPEAKER OF CUBA'S PAR- 
LIAMENT, CASTIGATING THE UNITED STATES AS 
THE WORLD’S GREATEST POLLUTER, AT THE U.N 
EARTH SUMMIT 
Tell me this guy didnt sell a few Cuban 
cigars on the side when he was in New 
York for this stupid summit. 


“Scientists warn that if the trend continues, 
the seas will rise two feet or more in the 
next century. In America, that means 9,000 
square miles of Florida, Louisiana and 
other coastal areas will be flooded ... We 
can expect more deaths from heat stress.” 
— BILL CLINTON, AT THE U.N. EARTH SUMMIT, 
PREDICTING CROP-DESTROYING DROUGHTS AND 
FLOODS AS ATMOSPHERIC CONCENTRATIONS OF 
MANMADE GASES CLIMB, AP 
There goes Cuba. 


“Tt blurs the line between fact and fiction 

and erodes the credibility of journalists.” 

— ERIC OBER, FORMER PRESIDENT OF CBS, ON 
CNN REPORTERS APPEARING AS THEMSELVES 

IN THE ALIEN SPACE MOVIE “CONTACT,” 

eee = QUOTED IN THE WALL 

: ! = STREET JOURNAL 
What if they 
had appeared 


as aliens? 


“Making false representations in order to 
get into position to see, report or photo- 
graph what has been concealed has been 
an integral part of investigative journalism 
for centuries.” 

— Nat LEWIN, ABC ATTORNEY, IN ABC’S APPEAL 
OF A JURY’S $5.5 MILLION PUNITIVE DAMAGE 
AWARD TO FOOD LION 
Especially if you get a part in a really neat movie. 


“T don't feel that ’'m diminished one scin- 
tilla as a serious, practicing journalist, or 
that it diminished CNN as a serious all- 
news television network.” 

— BERNARD SHAW, CNN ANCHOR, ON HIS APPEAR- 
ANCE IN “CONTACT,” QUOTED IN THE 
WASHINGTON POST 
Not one scintilla. 


“You have manipulated images of the Presi- 
dent’s public statements, taken them out of 
the context in which they were uttered and 
adapted them to fit the plot of your film.” 
— CHARLES E C. RUFF, WHITE HOUSE LAWYER, IN 
A LETTER TO ROBERT ZEMECKIS, DIRECTOR AND 
PRODUCER OF “CONTACT.” RUFF SAID ZEMECKIS 
EFFECTIVELY GAVE CLINTON A ROLE IN THE FILM 
“WITHOUT HIS AUTHORIZATION.” AP 
Give him scale. 


“We hope that the purpose of the President's 
letter and having publicized it is to remind 
people that there are certain restrictions on 

the use of the President's image, the image of 

the White House, for commercial purposes.” 

— MIke McCurry, WHITE HOUSE SPOKESMAN, AP 

Yeah, we have White House 

coffees for that. 


“T think in America and in the com- 
munity we have to be kind and compas- 
sionate and not be judgemental.” 

— REP. JOHN LEwIs (D, GA), CRITICIZING 
SOUTHERN BAPTISTS FOR VOTING TO 
BOYCOTT DISNEY, ON C-SPAN 
This from the guy who wakes up every 
morning looking for a way to compare 
Republicans to Nazis on the Floor of the 
U.S. House of Representatives. 


“The idiots at [Cornwall].” 

— MORLEY SAFER, REFERENCING THOSE IN CORN- 
WALL, NY WHO ISSUED HIM A SPEEDING TICKET, IN 
A HANDWRITTEN MESSAGE AT THE TOP OF THE 
FORM AS HE PLEADED GUILTY AND PAID THE FINE BY 
MAIL. TOWN JUSTICE FRANCIS NAVARRA ASKED 
SAFER BY LETTER TO EXPLAIN HIMSELF, THREATEN- 
ING TO BEGIN CONTEMPT PROCEEDINGS. QUOTED 
IN THE CHICAGO TRIBUNE. 

Pleading guilty makes liberals cranky. 
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T he American people haven't received 
federal tax relief in 16 years — not 
since the Reagan tax cuts of the early 
1980s. Now the Republican Congress is 
attempting to implement just $85 billion 
in tax cuts over five years. 

That's but a drop in the bucket in our 
multi-trillion-dollar economy. But what’s 
Bill Clinton’s reaction? He says the Repub- 
lican plan contains “time bomb tax cuts” 
that risk “explod- 
ing” the deficit. 
He says too many 
rich people are 
getting too much 
of the tax cut. 7 

Which should Ur 
not come as a sur- 
prise to any of 
you, my friends. Anyone who has paid 
attention to this President’s rhetoric over 
the last five years could have predicted his 
response, word for word. But this time, in 
addition to the usual liberal clichés, Der 
Schlickmeister is also using statistics from 
his ‘Ireasury Department to make his case 
that Republican tax cuts only benefit the 
wealthy. Stats that the mainstream media is 
buying hook, line, and sinker. 

The numbers are phony. Clinton’s Treasury 
has perfected the practice of factoring in some- 
thing called “imputed income” — which I 
guarantee, you have not heard discussed by 
anyone but me. As you may remember when 
House Ways and Means Chairman Bill Archer 
explained it on my program some weeks back, 
the Clinton Administration pretends you have 
all kinds of income you dont really have. They 
do this to make it seem as if there are more rich 
people than there are, so they can claim that 
middle-class tax cuts are really going to the 
eeevil rich. 

Here’s how it works. 
Let’s say you own the 
house youre living in. The 
Clinton Treasury figures 
out what you would be 
receiving per year if you 
were renting your home 
out ... and adds that to 
your income. The fact 
that you cannot possibly 
rent out your home at the 
same time you are living 
in it doesnt matter. The 
idea is — get this — 
youre paying the rent to 
yourself. I wonder what 
would happen if you tried 
to evict yourself. 

So according to the 0% 
Clinton Administration, 
youre receiving thousands 
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of dollars more every year than you actually 
earn. Youre rich. (Try this one on your bank 
the next time youre asking for a loan.) 

The Clinton Treasury calls this Family 
Economic Income (FEI). But as Reagan and 
Bush Treasury veteran Bruce Bartlett notes 
in an analysis for the National Center for 
Policy Analysis, “FEI has little relationship to 
the concept of income as ordinary people 
understand it, or even to the concept of 





income everyone uses on their tax returns. 
For this reason, the Treasury analysis offers a 
very misleading picture of how pending tax 
legislation will actually impact on people.” 

The “adjusted gross income” (AGI) on 
your tax return consists of things like wages, 
salary, interest, and dividends. But to further 
Bill Clinton's political agenda, Treasury has 
added imputed income to AGI, plus an array 
of other untaxed items. They include IRA 
and Keogh deductions, Social Security pay- 
ments, tax exempt employer-provided 
health, life insurance and pension benefits, 
tax-free municipal bond interest, unrealized 
— and thus untaxed — capital gains, and 
retained earnings from corporate stock that 
are never even paid out to shareholders. 

As the chart shows, this dishonest 


' Clinton methodology makes there seem to 


be three times as many taxpayers making 
over $100,000 a year than there actually 
are, and over three and a half times as many 


Cooking the Books 


The Clinton Treasury pretends there are more 
“rich” taxpayers than there really are 


MH Income as measured by IRs 
©) Income as measured by Clinton Treasury 
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Americans who make between $50,000 
and $100,000 than there really are. 

Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott has de- 
cried the President's “fanciful arithmetic.” Bill 
Archer has accused the White House of using, 
“distorted” figures. But not only Republicans 
are crying foul. Even Rep. Charles Rangel, 
ranking Democrat on the House Ways and 
Means Committee, criticized the Admini- 
strations approach: “Imputing all the perks 
high-income peo- 
ple get to make 
them look more 
wealthy is not the 
proper way of do- 
ing it.” A liberal 
calling Bill Clin- 
ton unfair! Stop 
the presses, folks. 

Meanwhile, as the Clinton Treasury in- 
cludes rent you don’t really receive to make 
you look richer than you are, it chooses not 
to count the non-cash welfare benefits of 
those who live in public housing, with the 
exception of food stamps. Bruce Bartlett 
found these benefits to be substantial: 
“According to the Census Bureau, in 1995 
non-cash benefits reduced the number of 
people living in poverty from 36.4 million 
to 27.2 million. The effect of excluding non- 
cash benefits from FEI is to make many poor 
people appear to be utterly destitute.” 


T he Treasury’s false analysis of capital 
gains assumes that any reduction in 
the tax rate also reduces federal revenues — 
which history proves completely false. As a 
result, the Clinton Treasury’s phony charts 
make those with incomes above $200,000 
appear to be receiving a tax cut four times 
as large as they really are. 

This isnt the only funny 
business Clinton's Treasury is 
up to. It has assumed that all 
the GOP tax cuts take effect 
next year, when in fact much 
of the tax bill won't be fully 

¢ effective for many years. That 
makes the tax cut seem almost 
twice as large as it actually is. 
On top of all this, Archer 
also says that White House 
calculations assume Ameri- 
cans underreport their in- 
comes when they file their 
tax returns. “I leave it to the 
American people to deter- 
g mine whether they, in effect, 
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Depends, I guess, if they 
‘prepare their taxes in the 
Little Rock tradition of Bill 
s and Hillary Clinton. Fea 
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mate, Michael Moore, happens to be the 
Mississippi attorney general. (According to 
Forbes, Moore has received around $60,000 in 
campaign contributions from Scruggs and 
other attorney pals.) So Moore and Scruggs 
joined forces, and eventually their unique 
state-attorney-general-and-plaintifts -lawyer 
alliance went national. The current tobacco 
deal is a direct consequence. 


opping around the country 
: | in his Learjet, as Forbes 
reports, Scruggs talked 37 


other attorneys general into joining Mississippi 
in suing the tobacco industry. And here's the 
novel theory — that the tobacco industry 
should pay state Medicaid costs. But as my lib- 
eral economist friend James Glassman points 
out in The Washington Post, this assumes that 
states, as well as individuals, were helpless all 
these years to curtail smoking. This extends the 
“abuse excuse,” for the first time, to govern- 
ments: It claims that state governments, too, 
with the power to tax, regulate and legislate, 
were “victims” of tobacco companies. Glassman 
brilliantly observes: “In truth, the [tobacco] 
deal — an exercise in political hysteria — is a 
disaster for anyone who believes in preserving 
the prime values in American society: personal 
responsibility and freedom.” 

But there’s a second set of lawsuits covered 
by the deal. They began with Louisiana trial 
lawyer Wendall Gauthier, who with $100,000 
stakes from 60 plaintiffs attorneys firms 
around the country, initiated class action suits 
in 18 states. And there happens to be another 
brother-in-law among this group of lawyers: 
the brother-in-law of the President of the 
United States: Hugh Rodham Jr. — who has 
absolutely no experience in such cases. 

Dont think these nepotistic eyes and ears are 
participants in this deal by accident, my 
friends. There's too much money involved — 
for all concerned — for personnel coinct- 
dences. (In another fascinating connection, the 
millionaire legal beagle who brought Rodham 
on board, John Coale, is married to CNN legal 
commentator Greta Van Susteren.) 

With public hatred for tobacco so intense, 
my friends, and the hue and cry for punish- 
ment of the industry nearly universal, very few 
have noticed the looming negatives of the deal. 
The astute Wall Street Journal columnist Paul 
Gigot is one who has: “The proposed tobacco 
deal is one of the greatest transfers of wealth 





and political resources in American history. An 
interest loyal to Republicans — tobacco com- 
panies — will be paying billions of dollars to a 
plaintiff's bar that shovels hundreds of thou- 
sands of dollars in campaign cash almost exclu- 
sively at Democrats.” 

All without one vote cast. 

And that is what concerns me. There is a 
way to do this. There is a way to get rid of 
tobacco. Vote on it. Ban it through the normal 
legislative democratic process. But this tobac- 
co deal has not gone through that process. No 
legislator has put his neck on the line: “T pro- 
pose that cigarettes be banned in my district.” 
No legislator has put his neck on the line: “T 
want more funding for my pet projects, so I 
propose that we raise taxes.” Instead, what we 
have here is “found” money! The political 
drooling over the prospect by attorneys gener- 
al who back the deal because it would give 
their states billions has become so unseemly 
that Sen. Frank Lautenberg (D, NJ), a liberal, 
warned: “Suddenly, there’s this largesse out 
there, this pot of money, and I have to caution 
them all: Don’t be seduced to take the money 


THESE LAWYERS 
STAND TO PERSON- 
ALLY MAKE 350 
MILLION EACH: 
“THE LARGEST 
LAWYERS’ FEES IN 
THE HISTORY OF 
THE WORLD.” 


like the kids are seduced to take up smoking.” 
Too late. 

We are told that 400,000 Americans a year 
die from smoking-related illnesses. And yet 
the government says to tobacco companies, 
“You can still sell the product, but you can 
only sell it here, you can only market it there, 
you cant say this, you can't say that.” They 
want the product sold. That is the bottom 
line, folks. They want cigarettes sold because 
these greedy politicians want the tax revenue 
and they want the corporate profits that 
tobacco companies are generating to pay for 
their excessive spending on Medicaid and 
other state budget items. 

I am not going to defend smoking. I’m not 
going to encourage it. I’m not going to pro- 
mote it. I have never done so. I am not pro- 
moting the tobacco companies, I am not sup- 


porting the tobacco companies, I am not 
encouraging the tobacco companies. In fact, I 
have said on my program countless times: it’s 
stupid to smoke cigarettes. Dont do it. 

Yet I keep getting mail from you people: 
“Why are you in the back pockets of the tobac- 
co companies?” I am not. I am simply trying to 
call your attention to the key issue here of free- 
dom in a free society with a free market. I am 
simply saying that I am alarmed at what has 
been accomplished here in this whole crusade. 
What has been accomplished more than any- 
thing else is a financial grab and an encroach- 
ment on freedoms. 

I am trying to say that the people who 
claim to be against smoking are not being 
honest with you. If they were, they would 
first and foremost seek to ban this product 
and keep it out of people’s hands. 


j his whole thing is a sham. | 
J | don't know how much plain- 
: er I can make this. I am talk- 


ing about the concept of freedom. I am not 
talking about smoking, cigarettes, or tobacco 
in a manner that implies I support it. If you 
want to smoke and it’s legal, it’s your busi- 
ness. That’s the way I look at it. If tobacco 
companies manufacture a legal product and 
they want to advertise it, it’s their business. 
And it’s up to you to be smart enough to real- 
ize when youre getting fooled. 

So what’s next? Will they go after dairy 
products? Fast food? Twinkies? A Reuters wire 
story reports that the federal tax on beer 
would double, and it would triple on wine 
under a U.S. House bill proposed by delegate 
Eleanor Holmes Norton to tax beer and wine 
at the same rate as hard liquor. She says, “I do 
not see how you can go after cigarette smok- 
ing without going for its companion drug, 
alcohol.” You see? They can now use the anti- 
tobacco strategy as the justification for target- 
ing anything that purportedly causes health 
expenses. These are things that are /egal. 

That is what I’m talking about, friends: the 
rise in power of the federal government. The 
daily, incremental loss of freedoms. It’s time 
to wake up ... now that the camel’s nose is 
under the tent. 


To subscribe, call 1-800-457-4141 
If Joe Camel is such a powerful and influ- 
ential cartoon, I want him on my team 
(minus the cigarette, of course) as the offi- 
cial mascot of the EIB network. Cool, sur- 
rounded by babes, boom box 
in hand, listening to me. 
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FUTURE BRAND IMAGING 





“Joe Camel is dead. He had it coming,” exulted White House aide Bruce Reed, in the red circle with a line through it. You'll have to cut through brown wrappers to even see the 


e 
wake of R.J. Reynolds’ bowing to government pressure to deep-six the cartoon figure. brand names. Scolding notes from every government agency will be pasted over each = 
“We're grateful to the attorneys general for helping to bring this about. It's no accident.” pack. Insults from Donna Shalala. 3 

President Clinton also declared victory: “This step is long overdue. We must put And guess what, folks. The mtv crowd will eat it up. You'll see them wearing skull and = 
tobacco ads like Joe Camel out of our children’s reach forever. | will keep fighting until the crossbones tattoos, T-shirts, jewelry. Dennis Rodman will market the product line, includ- = 
days of marketing tobacco to our children are over.” Bagging Joe was just his first trophy. ing $300 skull and crossbones sneakers of death. g 

The Federal Trade Commission still wasn’t satisfied. The agency said RJR should And after we’ve made it harder for stupid teens to get hold of cigarettes, will that < 
“sign an enforceable order” preventing it from ever bringing Joe Camel back. stamp out smoking? After all, we’re told it’s an addiction. So they'll resort to back-alley 2 

Now that Joe Camel has been killed by the U.S. government, tobacco companies will purchases, and driving to bad neighborhoods looking for “cigarette houses.” Why? 


come up with a new, federally-approved marketing plan: “Skull and Crossbones.” Or that They’re going to do it anyway. 
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